Groupwork has great potential for a more active approach to learning (Tribe, 1994 ), yet student groupwork can be problematic. Brooks and Ammons (2003) identified the familiar free-rider problem, and Bacon (2005) went further when he worryingly warned that: the characteristics of effective collaborative learning tasks, including group goals and individual accountability are often not found in student group projects assigned in business classes (p. 248).
To address this type of problem, it is essential for management educators to take as broad a view as possible of the rationale for groupwork, and particularly more consciously to apply adult education principles to the design and implementation of groupwork. Management educators need to be more 809 Authors' Note: Dr. Roger Putzel of St. Michael's College (Colchester, VT), and the inventor of the Xb simulation, gave considerably of his time and patience in briefing us on the Xb method. Please address correspondence to Clive W. Holtham, Case Business School, City University, 106 Bunhill Row, London UK EC1Y 8TZ; e-mail: c.w.holtham@city.ac.uk aware of the work such as the American Psychological Association, Board of Educational Affairs Work Group (APA, BEA, 1997) , whose learner-centered psychological principles can be grouped within four broad areas that we summarize as curriculum design, motivation, social, and individual differences. Michaelsen, Knight, and Fink (2002) argued for an apparently simplistic formula for groupwork, which we have nonetheless found helpful at the design phase: "team learning = course design + classroom management + student group composition + performance evaluation."
In one of the few articles totally focused on conscious design of groups, Young and Henquinet (2000) particularly emphasized pedagogy and evaluation. We have evolved the view that to take on board a wider range of options for groupwork, faculty would be assisted by the equivalent of the artist's palette, from which they could mix and match the types of groupwork that were needed to support the achievement of learning outcomes. That palette should also draw on a broader-than-usual range of group activities.
In working through the nature of the palette, we have been strongly influenced by the work of Goodyear (2001) , who differentiated between pedagogic tasks (the work set by instructors) and pedagogic activities (what students actually do). Our design focus is naturally in the first instance on tasks; however, it is necessary also to try to predict the likely activities.
Underpinning Theory
The MSc in management program is designed for students who have just finished an undergraduate degree in any field, and when being planned in 2003, a central requirement was explicitly aimed at using innovative approaches to learning. The Future of Management core module involves only a modest conventional lecture focus, 1 hour per week, and is based on three core concepts:
In Jigsaw II (Slavin, 1990) students are assigned to four-or five-member teams. They read narrative materials such as social studies chapters, short studies, or biographies, and each team member is given a topic on which to become an expert. The students discuss their topics in "expert groups" then return to teach their teammates what they have learned. Finally, the students take a quiz on the material, and the quiz scores are used to form individual and team scores. Goodsell, Maher, and Tinto, with Smith & MacGregor (1992) extended the application of jigsaw to higher education:
Regardless of the variation, higher education faculty will find that the value of Jigsaw lies in the teaching and peer coaching process. Jigsaw also reinforces the most basic tenets of cooperative learning. Positive interdependence is fostered since students must work together and teach one another in order to get the "big picture"-all of the information and skills they will need to solve the problem, or in some disciplines, to function effectively on the job.
Initial Position
The teams normally used in the MSc management had been close to a common stereotype found in business schools-six to eight students, probably self-selected or assigned, carrying out group tasks. Students tend to vary widely in interest and group participation. We were motivated to innovate in several factors relating to stakeholders. The first was the continuing demand from the course advisory committee for key skills in "relevant" teamwork. Second, there were the continuing assessment challenges in groupwork, a matter raised in staff-student liaison. Third, there were the interests of peer academics in general, who use groupwork and might benefit from innovative examples of how to apply it.
Functional Teams
In the functional teams, all students "work" for a company called Mastery Inc. that wants to develop greater understanding of the management in the future and to develop its junior workforce. Students take on "skills tasks" related to research into a topic and personal reflections during the length of the course. In parallel, there are team-based "functional tasks" that relate to the running of the course itself. The overall approach is developed from the Xb (Experience Base) simulation (Putzel, 1992 (Putzel, , 1998 . Central to the Xb approach is that the students is given real tasks to carry out, in this case such as arranging for executives to come and present to the students. The principle is that a business studies classroom is not only a place to study the future management of an organization but also is an organization, and therefore provides a setting that allows the possibility of individual and collective learning about the future of management.
Our context for this whole exercise are the six clusters of Chartered Manager Skills developed by the UK Chartered Management Institute (CMI, 2004) : Leading People, Managing Change, Meeting Customer Needs, Managing Information and Knowledge, Managing Activities and Resources, and Managing Yourself. There are therefore six departments, divided down into 21 teams, each with a subject content role (summarized into one word each in Figure 1 , and defined in one phrase later) and a quite different task role. This is a flat organization, so there is not a managing director, but a rather less directive "senior manager."
Pedagogically, this configuration explicitly draws on the "jigsaw" theory outlined earlier-that each unit is responsible for one piece of a larger whole. Only through bringing the pieces together properly does the complete picture actually emerge. The 21 small functional teams in the course collectively took on the whole work of Mastery Inc, so that each team was responsible for 1/21st of a total whole. Each individual wrote a well-structured 500-page report on one distinct and nonoverlapping topic of their team's skills subject, and also summarized in five phrases the top five issues that arose from their topic. The learnings from each individual team were then summarized, first to six clusters, and finally to one single overall summary. At the next level were 28 specific skills identified by CMI. One of these was so profound to this course ("Applies good professional and ethical practice") that it was separated out totally. The remaining 27 were reduced by amalgamation to correspond to the 21 teams. Instead of the course leader allocating the 21 skills to each team, this was be carried out by an online bidding process (first come, first served).
The 21 teams in parallel carried out functional managerial roles within Mastery Inc. Examples of group tasks are: Figure 3 summarizes the key tasks undertaken in the course, partly in relation to the three dimensions of the course-profession, wisdom, and oneself. The names given to the tasks in Column 1 were as issued to students; the third digit is the letter I or G indicating if it is an individual or group task. However, there are nonassessed tasks such as lectures that are less explicit but that do have an individual or group dimension. Some of the less explicit tasks were quite important for formative assessment.
Outcome
The teams were almost all self-selected, which in general reduced some of the more typical forming and/or norming problems.
There were two distinct types of teamwork used in the course. In what appeared to be the more traditional approach, students in functional teams have to carry out a task collectively, for which they receive a collective coursework grade. In the other approach, for the "skills" task, students are allocated to a team whose main purpose is to support each student in carrying out an individual task, with grades being allocated individually and not at all on a team basis. There were also other innovative collective team activities during the course that were not directly assessed, particularly the use of "dialogue sheets" (Blomquist, Handberg, & Naeve, 2003) .
The collective approach was more subtle than it appeared at first because the 21 management tasks involved some degree of interdependencies between some of the teams-another application of the jigsaw. Some tasks were free standing, some were very time limited. Because there was almost no direction from the senior manager beyond the original manual and its later update, there were quite significant differences between the teams in the extent to which they perceived the interdependency, and then the extent to which they acted on it. One of the most impressive groups to perceive and to take action was the group responsible for hosting the seventh and final speaker, the chief executive of the CMI, whose Skills Framework underpinned the whole course. Although the group did interview her on stage in the conventional way, they structured the interview around the CMI six skills, and then drew on (via preproduced video clips) colleagues in other teams responsible for summarizing those skills.
Discussion
The unusual use of teams in this course, combined with in-depth use of individual reflection, inevitably means that the early stages of the terms are seen as chaotic-"I had no idea what was going on," an experience common using the Xb approach (Putzel, 1998) . In fact, there was a substantial manual outlining the roles and tasks, and a heavily used online forum with a constant stream of questions and answers relating to the methods. Of course, team exercises do often seem chaotic at first, even with a lot of support in place; however, there are benefits from persevering through the perceived chaos.
As the course progressed, significant differences began to emerge among teams. Teams with more free riders found the collaborative work much more onerous than those with fewer free riders. Members of teams who worked primarily as individuals found that their individual work was more onerous as a result. Teams who grasped the significance of the jigsaw, and of their personal interdependence, had a much less problematic time. The quality of student achievement overall, for the personal and group tasks, was very high, with the best being exceptional. The price paid for this is what is perceived by many students as an exceptional workload, a fair degree of which relates to the learning curve needed to adapt to nontraditional methods of learning in groups.
So these types of innovation can appear problematic to students who are skilled in traditional teamwork. This is because they are taken outside a comfort zone, into an area where they have to work out a different set of "rules of the game." There is also a question of just how much innovation is acceptable to students within a single one-semester course. It may well be that the design of groupwork needs to be addressed by the course team as a whole, with some element of choreography from the palette of possible types of groupwork being consciously built in throughout the year. In the course, the existence of a core group of faculty working closely together makes this more straightforward than in, say, undergraduate courses with very large numbers of isolated lecturers. Our experiences would suggest that in the study of management, it is particularly important to expose students to a wider palette of groupwork options, even when this takes students outside the comfort zone achieved by skilled practice in traditional student teams. However, faculty themselves then need to be trained and developed into the advantages and disadvantages of different student groupwork methods because they may also be taken outside their own comfort zone in relation, for example, to curriculum design and to assessment methods.
Conclusion
We have attempted to meet the challenge of how to motivate and assess individuals in teams and have reported our positive experience in relation to these challenges.
All too often, there is a relatively standardized deployment of student teams. In fact, in many cases, student teams are assigned at the beginning of the year and are meant to be the same for all classes. Our results suggest that achieving learning outcomes could be improved if teams were used more thoughtfully vis-à-vis the goals of different stakeholders: employers, instructors, and the students themselves as captured in the learning outcomes sought for the particular class.
Much remains to be done to be able to convince others to apply these ideas in their classes in our program's curriculum, which favors having a traditional team structure. Adapting team design to classes that were developed with the existing team structure as a given is challenging, especially with instructors attempting to balance time for research and for administrative duties. We ourselves need to repeat and indeed improve team design and tasks next time around to have greater confidence in our results, possibly involving the stakeholders we are attempting to satisfy. We also need to take a closer look at assessment that is fair to individuals and to their teams while not being overly burdensome for instructors.
Still, all in all our results thus far have encouraged us and will hopefully encourage others consciously to deploy a broader range of design of teams for meeting the interests of employers, students, and instructors.
